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enermeniens 


AMENDING CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT ACT 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 23, 1954 


THlousr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
Post Orrick AND Civin SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 11 a. m., Hon. William C. Cole (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Core. The committee will please come to order. 

This subcommittee, composed of Congressmen Gubser, Bolton, 
Alexander, Boland, and myself, as chairman, was appointed to con- 
sider three bills dealing with civil-service retirement. 

H. R. 7785 is a bill to amend the Civil Service Retirement Act of 
May 29, 1930, to make permanent the increase in regular annuities 
provided by the act of July 16, 1952, and to extend such increases to 
additional annuities purchased by voluntary contribution. 

H. R. 8894 is a bill to amend the Civil Service Retirement Act of 
May 29, 1930, to augment and make permanent the increase in regular 
annuities provided by the act of July 16, 1952, and to extend such 
increases to additional annuities purchased by voluntary employee 
contributions. 

H. R. 9586 is a bill to amend the Civil Service Retirement Act. 

The titles of H. R. 7785 and H. R. 8894 are generally descriptive of 
the content of these bills. H. R. 9586 was recommended by the Civil 
Service Commission to close loopholes in the Civil Service Retirement 
Act which permit certain abuses. H. R. 7785 and H. R. 9586 were 
introduced by the chairman of our full commitee, Mr. Rees, and H. R. 
8894 was introduced by Mr. Broyhill, who is a member of the com- 
mittee. The authors are present, and I will ask them to explain their 
bills. 

Mr. Rees, would you be kind enough to give us a brief statement on 
H. R. 7785 and then follow it by ‘whatever you wish to point out 

regarding H. R. 9586. Then we ‘will hear Mr. B royhill on his bill. 

Mr. Rees. 


{H. R. 7785, 88d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, to make permanent 
the increases in regular annuities provided by the Act of July 16, 1952, and to extend 
such increases to additional annuities purchased by voluntary contributions 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 8 (c) (1) of the Civil Service 
Retirement Act of May 29, 19830, as amended, is amended by inserting after the 
first proviso therein the following: “Provided further, That in any case where 
a retired employee is receiving an annuity computed as provided in section 4 
and an annuity purchased by voluntary contributions under the second paragraph 
of section 10, the increase granted by this subsection shall be computed separt itely 
with respect to each such annuity, except that the aggregate increase in such 
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present annuities shall not exceed the lesser of $324 or 25 per centum of the 
total of such present annuities :” 

Sec. 2. Section 8 (ce) (2) of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) The increases in annuity provided by this subsection shall be paid 
from the civil-service retirement and disability fund.” 

Sec. 3. The amendments made by this Act shall take effect on the first day 

of the second calendar month following the date of enactment of this Act. 


[H. R. 8894, 838d Cong., 2d sess.] 


{ BILL To amend the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, to augment and make 
permanent the increases in regular annuities provided by the Act of July 16, 1952, and 
to extend such increases to additional annuities purchased by voluntary employee 
contributions 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 8 (c) (1) of the Civil Service 
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) The annuity of any retired employee or any survivor of a deceased or 
retired employee who, before the date of the enactment of this amendment, was 
receiving or entitled to receive an annuity from the civil-service retirement and 
disability fund, shall be increased by $36 for each full six-month period elapsed 
between the commencing date of annuity and October 1, 1953: Provided, That 
such increase in annuity shall not exceed the lesser of $596 or 3344 per centum 
of the present annuity: Provided further, That in any case where a retired 
employee is receiving an annuity computed as provided in section 4 and an 
annuity purchased by voluntary contributions under the second paragraph of 
section 10, the increase granted by this subsection shall be computed separately 
with respect to each such annuity, except that the aggregate increase in such 
present annuities shall not exceed the lesser of $396 or 33144 per centum of the 
total of such present annuities.” 

Sec. 2. Section 8 (c) (2) of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) The increases in annuities provided by this subsection shall be paid from 
the civil-service retirement and disability fund.” 

Sec. 3. The amendments made by this Act shall take effect on the first day 
of the second calendar month following the date of enactinent of this amendment. 





[H. R. 9586, 83d Cong., 2d sess. ] 
A BILL To amend the Civil Service Retirement Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 5 of the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

“Notwithstanding any provision of law to the contrary, title to annuity payable 
from the civil service retirement and disability fund shall not arise from any 
separation unless the officer or employee so separated has, within the two-year 
period immediately preceding such separation, completed at least one year of 
creditable civilian service during which he was subject to this Act. Any annuity 
rights based on a separation which (a) terminated service meeting this require 
ment or (b) occurred prior to this amendment, shall be restored upon separation 
from subsequent service which fails to meet said requirement. 

“No credit shall be allowed for any service subsequent to the date of the 
separation on which title to annuity is based. Any amounts deducted from 
salary for retirement purposes during such service shall upon separation be 
refunded to such officer or employee without interest, and shall be subject to 
redeposit as provided in section 12 (b) (2) of this Act. Any such amount not 
so refunded to the officer or employee before his death shall be paid in the 
order of precedence prescribed in section 12 (e).” 
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STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD H. REES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Rees. Mr. Chairman, the legislation proposed in H. R. 7785 will 
make permanent the temporary increase in retirement annuities which 
was granted by Public Law 555, 82d Congress. In addition thereto, 
it will allow full credit for the increase in connection with regular re- 
tirement annuities and at the same time permit payment, in ‘addition 
to the increased regular annuity, of the full amount of any annuity 
purchased by voluntar y contr ibutions. 

The final expiration date of the temporary increase under Public 
Law 555 was.set at June 30, 1955. This increase would expire earlier 
if the consumers price index of the Bureau of Labor Statistics drops 
below 169.9, the index for the month of April 1948. This was basical- 
ly a cost-of-living increase to take care of what our committee deemed 
to be some hardship in the cases of those persons receiving small an- 
huities, including many widows and children. 

I have received advice from the Department of Labor that the con- 
sumers price index presently stands at 192.8, and it does not appear 
likely that any significant reduction in this figure will occur in the 
reasonably near future. Although the independent offices appropria- 
tion bill—ine ‘luding $29.62 3.000, to pay for the tempor ary retirement 
increase for the fiscal year ‘19 55—went to the White House for signa- 
ture 2 days ago, this will still leave many thousands of annuitants in 
doubt and indecision up until almost the last minute, unless we act 
this year. We have had a good many letters from annuitants who feel 
that unless something is done rather promptly with regard to this 
matter, they will lose out in respect to it; that is, to the increases that 
have been permitted under Public Law 555. 

I think almost every Member of Congress has been confronted by 
this problem of retired Federal employees, and I feel that there will 
be a general agreement to take action at this time, making the tempo- 
rary increase permanent. 

This proposed legislation will not deplete the civil service retire- 
ment fund, and I should say right here that it should not deplete the 
civil-service retirement fund. Congress should appropriate sufficient 
funds to take care of the provisions of Public Law 555, and, as I said 
a moment ago, funds have already been appropriated for the fiscal 
year 1955, thus covering 3 years of the increase, and actuaries have 
estimated that the increase will be in effect for about 7 more years 
after 1955. In other words, it will grow less instead of larger as we 
go along. The annuitants who are receiving this increase are in a 
group which will expire within 7 years after the end of this fiscal 
year 1955. 

Furthermore, the cost of the increase for each of the remaining 7 
years, as I indicated, will be on a rapidly diminishing scale, because 
each year the group receiving the increase will be greatly reduced. 
In other words, the number of participants is growing less each year, 
and is not on the increase. 

It has become generally recognized that Public Law 555 caused 
some inequities with respect to annuitants who had purchased addi- 
tional annuities by voluntary contributions to supplement their regu- 
lar annuities. Many retired employees who by careful husbandry and 
considerable sacrifice purchased such added annuities have received no 
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increase in their basic annuities under Public Law 555, because their 
combined annuities exceeded the $2,160 ceiling. This resulted in dis- 
crimination against them in relation to other employees who have 
purchased no additional annuities but have received the increase. 

My bill will eliminate the discrimination with respect to these ad- 
ditional purchased annuities. It will carry out what I believe to be 
the original intent of our committee and of Congress, that the $2,160 
ceiling apply only to the regular annuity plus the increase provided 
by Publie Law 555, and not to any purchased annuity. Anyone who 
purchased an annuity will receive the full amount of such purchased 
annuity, over and above his regular annuity plus the increase, even 
though the aggregate may be above $2,160. This is only fair, and no 
one has objected to this proposal to remove the inequities. 

This legislation is consistent with the reports received thus far 
from the Committee on Retirement Policy for Federal Personnel 
which was established under Public Law 555. I understand that 
continuance of the increase on a permanent basis and the other pro- 
vision I mentioned are agreeable to the individual members of that 
special Retirement Committee. The Civil Service Commission ap- 
proves this legislation, and has recommended language which will 
clarify the intent with respect to the additional purchased annuities. 
This recommended clarifying language is entirely agreeable to me, 
since it will more cert: ainly carry out the intention of my bill. 

I feel, under the circumstances, that prompt action on this legisla- 
tion is desirable, since the retired employees being on fixed incomes, 
suffer more than perhaps any other group at any increase in the cost 


of living—particularly in comparison to the recent rather generous 
pers increases approved for postal employees and the various proposals 
for increases for other classified Federal employees presently pending. 


I shi vail be glad to answer any questions that the members may have. 

I should add that there are representatives of the Civil Service 
Commission here who, I am sure, will be able to clarify any inquiries 
that might be made with respect to this matter. 

Mr. Broyhill also is here, and has a bill dealing with similar sub- 
ject matter, except that Mr. Broyhill is a little more liberal than I 
in respect to this matter. 

Mr. Corr. Mr. Chairman, your bill just makes permanent the 
increase already voted ¢ 

Mr. Rees. That is all it does. 

Mr. Corr. Except that it eliminates from consideration the retire- 
ment which has been voluntarily purchased by the annuitant. 

Mr. Rees. That is correct; it just extends Public Law 555, but it 
does recognize the voluntary payments that were made by the an- 
nuitant and gives them the benefit of the fact that they did make 
those payments and it is not right, of course, that they make the volun- 
tary pi ee nts and not get the benefits of them. 

Mr. Coir. I notice it is proposed to extend the date of eligibility 
to aaa who retire to Apr ; 1.1953. Have you considered that at all? 

Mr. Rees. I am sorry. r did not understand your question. 

Mr. Corr. I understand it proposes—I believe that is in the Broy- 
hill bill—to extend the date of eligibility to those retired to April 1, 
1953, and before, and I believe the present eligibility is April 1, 1952. 
Have you considered that proposition / 
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Mr. Rers. Yes; I have. I have considered it and I will be glad to 
listen to Mr. Broyhill’s views on it, but I was trying not to ¢ hange the 
present act at all exe ept in this one thing, because I believe we are in 
better shape to handle it in that way. I recognize the fact that this 
as cost the taxpayers something like $29 million this year, but even 

, 1 think, under the circumstances, it is fair and equitable. 

"Did you want me to follow with my statement on the other bill? 

Mr. Cote. Any questions, Mr. Boland ¢ 

Mr. Botanp. No questions. 

Mr. Cote. Mr. Alexander. 

Mr. Avexanper. Mr. Rees, how many annuitants would be affected 
under the provisions of your bill / 

Mr. Rees. Well, I should have that number, and I will have that 
before we get through; I can give you the approximate number. 

Mr. Anexanper. Do you think, on the record 

Mr. Rees. One hundred and fifty-four thousand was the last figure ; 
there are not that many now. Probably 125,000. 

Mr. Anexanper. Under your bill, this is being paid out as a tem- 
porary measure, but it would be made permanent, and, so far as the 
actual cost to the Government, it would be the same if the temporary 
measure was extended / 

Mr. Rees. That is right. It is clear that we are not following, that 
this law does not follow, the provision that in substance says that if 
the employee contributes a certain amount the Government will con- 
tribute a like amount, and that is the fund used to pay the annuities. 
But because of the increased cost of living on the part of the older 
people, Congress saw fit to approve legislation that I have just 
described. 

Mr. ALexanper. Yousay it does cost the taxpayers, how much ? 

Mr. Rees. $29 million a year. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. $29 million ? 

Mr. Rees. That is right. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. You made some statement that this would decrease 
from vear to year / 

Mr. Rees. Because they are the older people and quite a number of 
them pass on during the year. 

Mr. Avexanper. Are new people coming in? 

Mr. Rees. No, sir: that was the point I made a moment ago. No 
new ones come in at all. 

Mr. Arexanper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CruatrMan. Mr. Bolton. 

Mr. Bovron. T have no comment except my apologies to the chair- 
man for being a little late. 

The Cyarrman. Mr. Gubser. 

Mr. Gupser. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 





H. R. 9586 


Mr. Corr. Now, Mr. Chairman, will you proceed with your ex- 
planation of the bill requested by the ( ‘ivil Service Commission. We 
would like to have a comment from you about this bill. 

Mr. Rees. Mr. Chairman, my statement will be brief. 


69894—56 2 
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H. R. 9586 was recommended by the Civil Service Commission and 
has the approval of the administration, and is intended to plug : 
loophole in the present law which permits what might be described 
as raids on the civil service retirement and disability fund. 

Under present law a person occupying a position subject to the 
Retirement Act immediately establishes annuity credit for all previous 
Federal service, both civilian and military, regardless of whether 
such previous service Was or was not subject to retirement deductions. 
This has le ft the way open for abuses in two general categories. First, 
annuity rights may accrue on the basis of a ridiculously short ported 
of service in a position sub ject to the Retirement Act which are all 
out of proportion to the time served in that job, because of some 
previous service for which no retirement contributions were made. 
Secondly, retirement rights under the Civil Service Retirement Act 
which already have been established may be greatly improved by a 
subsequent period of service for a very short period of time. 

The Civil Service Commission cites the example of a man who 
served 15 years in positions not subject to the Retirement Act and 
made no —— After reaching age 62 and being separated 
for several years, he was appointed to a position subject to the Retire- 
ment Act. ie iol for less than 30 days and contributed only 
$14 to the retirement fund. Mind you, after serving for less than 
1 month, he left the service and became eligible for an immediate 
annuity worth $16,000, based upon all of his Federal service including 
the prior 15 years’ service during which he made no contribution. 
This windfall was actually received under present law. 

The Commission cited other examples along the same line, and 
I recommend the attention of this subcommittee to the Commission’s 
report which I believe highlights the need for prompt action on 
H. R. 9586 to close these loopholes, which cert: ainly were never in- 
tended by the Congress. It will remove this inequity which has the 
effect of draining from the retirement fund money which has gone 
into the fund at the expense of the great bulk of Federal employees 
who work and contribute to the retirement fund during all or most 
of their Federal employment. 

This bill is not controversial and justifies prompt action by this 
committee a the Congress. It has the approval of the Civil Service 
Commission and the Bureau of the Budget. Not only will it result 
in no cost, but it will actually conserve our civil service retirement 
fund. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the Civil Service Commission is represented 
here. ‘Tue representative of the Commission is quite familiar with 
it, and I know that he can cite examples if you want to listen to 
them, and you should; in fact, I would like to have some of them in 
the record. 

I would like you to hear Mr. Ruddock of the Retirement Division. 

Mr. Core. The committee will be very glad to hear you, Mr. Rud- 
dock. 
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STATEMENT OF ANDREW E. RUDDOCK, CHIEF, RETIREMENT 
DIVISION, CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Ruppock. Mr. Chairman, you are interested in another example 
or two¢ 

Mr. Coie. Yes. 

Mr. Ruppock. We had an individual who worked in the Govern- 
ment for about 15 years in a position in which he was not under the 
retirement system. Then he transferred to an agency in which he was 
subject to another retirement system, other than ¢ ‘ivil service. After 
he had reached the age at which he could retire, he left the position, 
under this other retirement system, withdrew all of the contributions 
that he had made during that service, obtained a position in which he 
was subject to the civil-service retirement system, and after a very 
short period of service, something over 2 months, retired under that 
system with benefits which were much greater than he could have re- 
ceived under the retirement system under which he had served for so 
many years. And he ended up with a very valuable annuity rights 
under the civil-service retirement system, and, in addition, h: id his 
own contributions that he had made over all of the years. 

Mr. Coie. This bill will not correct that case. 

Mr. Ruppock. No. 

Mr. Coir. This bill will not be able to take that away because it is a 
vested right under the law. 

Mr. Ruppock. This bill would not affect that. 

Mr. Coir. But this bill would prevent any further encroachment 
upon the civil-service retirement fund. 

Mr. Ruppock. That is correct. 

Mr. Coie. By those who, by devious means, are trying to do it. 

Mr. Ruppock. Yes. I think it would remove once and for all any 
of the incentive to accept a position for the primary purpose of ac- 
quiring retirement benefits. If this bill were in effect, a person would 
accept a position because he honestly intended to render substantial 
service, because the incentive to pick up a quick retirement benefit 
would have been removed. This would require that he have at least 
a year of service under the Retirement Act within the period imme- 
diately preceding his separation, which would mean that someone who 
has had past service, and who came in and accepted a position under 
the act would have to work for 1 full year before he acquired any 
annuity rights. 

Mr. Cote. Could he then pick up 

Mr. Ruppock. Credit for the past service. 

Mr. Core. Pick up the 15 years service ¢ 

Mr. Ruppocr. Yes. 

Mr. Coir. Without paying into the fund? 

Mr. Ruppock. If he did not pay into the fund, his annuity would 
be reduced by 10 percent of the amount due. 

Mr. Core. But he would get credit for the years of service? 

Mr. Ruppock. Yes. 

Mr. Corr. But he would have to pay into the fund for the entire 
period that he had worked? 

Mr. Ruppock. That is right. 

Mr. Corr. That, of course, is as it should be. 
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Mr. Ruppock. Of course, the 1 year is an arbitrary period in trying 
to decide whe ther th: at shoul | be 6 months, l year, or 2 years, had To 
be artitrary, but we do feel that if a person has worked for a full year 
that that is substantial service and it removes pretty largely the ques- 
tion that might exist as to the fact that he had accepted the position 
solely for he purpose of g: ain ing retirement benefits. 

Mr. Cour. Mr. Ale xander 4 

Mr. Auexanper. Under “a present law, you say a man could work 
for 30 days, or could work for 60 days, or less, and still qualify for 
full annuity benefits under the Civil Service Retirement Act ? 

Mr. 1 pi MK, Yes, because under the Retirement Act, all service is 
creditable from the date of the original appointment, and it is neces- 
sary only that he be separated, and the final separation be from the 
position under the Retirement Act 

Mr. Auexanpner. When did that take effect ? 

Mr. Ruppock. It has been that way since the beginning of the system 
in 1920 

Mr. Auexanper. Has the Civil Service Commission brought this 
to the attention of this committee previously 4 

Mr. Ruppock. I do not believe that we have, sir. These cases of 
this type are rather few and far between. We have been disturbed 
by its not fo any great extent but within the past few years, we have 
been under the definite impression that the number of cases is 
Increasing, 

Mr. Atexanper. Do you have a general idea of how many such 
eases you have had during the last 5 vears ¢ 

Mr. Ruppock. No, I do not: we do not maintain statistics on that. 
It is more an Impression that we have gotten that the number is 
Increasing. 

Mr. ALexanper. That is all. 

Mr. Cote. Mr. Boland / 

Mr. Botanp. No questions. 

Mr. Cote. Mr. Gubser ? 

Mr. Gussrer. No questions. 

Mr. Cote. Thank you, very much, gentlemen. 


Mr. Rees. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Corr. Mr. Broyhill. 

Mr. Broyvuintn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first, 
I want to th: ink the members of the committee for this opportunity 
of testifying before you this morning on H. R. 8894, and I would also 
like to add, with all due respect to all the other distinguished mem- 
bers of the full Post Office and Civil Service Committee, that I would 
like to commend the chairman of the full committee for assembling 
together and appointing a subcommittee made up of the five most 
reasonable and fair-minded members of the committee. 

Mr. C'OLE. That W il] do you no oood., Mr. Broyhill. 

Mr.Broyuitni. I will be satisfied with whatever action this com- 
mittee takes on this legislation, because I know they are going to judge 
it on its merits, and that they are voIng to be fair- minded about it. 
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Mr. Arexanper. Are you up for reelection over here ‘ ye 

Mr. Broyuuu. Mr. Alexander, I know that none of the five distin- 
guished members of this subcommittee votes in my district. 

Now, I am testifying about H. R. 8894, and I think it proper that 
we look at the provisions of Publie Law 555 and H. R. 7785, which 
has been introduced by the chairman of the full committee, together, 
in order to compare them and to try to clear up some of the confusion. 
I would like to go over briefly what Public Law 555 does, in order to 
show you what H. R. 8894 would do in respect to that law. 

First of all, Public Law 555 is a temporary measure. It provides 
for a temporary increase and will expire on June 30, 1955, unless other 
legislation, similar to what Mr. Rees and I have introduced, is enacted. 

It provides for an increase of $36 for each 6 months’ period, or $72 
a year, for each 6 months’ period prior to September 1, 1952, with a 
maximum of $324, or 25 percent, whichever is less, meaning that only 
the employees who have retired prior to April 1, 1952, would receive 
benefits under Public Law 555. In other words, the maximum num- 
ber of years that they can use in computing their increase under Public 
Law 555 would be 41% years, or, rather, eleven 6 months’ periods, to 
the maximum of $324, or 25 percent, whichever is less. This means 
that those who receive annuities under $1,296 actually will not receive 
the maximum of $324, because that is greater than 25 percent; and, of 
course, those who receive over $1,296 would never receive 25 percent, 
because $324 is less than 25 percent. 

Another thing that Public Law 555 does is prohibit any annuitant 
receiving over $2,160 from being included, or, rather, the regular an- 
nuity, plus the increase, cannot exceed $2,160. There are approxi- 
mately 190,000 present annuitants and 50,863 survivors, meaning that 
there are 241,000 people who would be affected by the increase of 
annuities. 

However, 20 percent of those annuitants, because $2,160 is the maxi- 
mum, do not receive any benefits whatsoever from it. 

The average benefit under Public Law 555 to the annuitant is $15.91 
per month, or an average of $191 per year. This averages $7.03 per 
month, or $84.56 per vear, that is, under Public Law 555, which, as 
I say, expires June 30, 1955. 

H. R. 7785, which was introduced by Chairman Rees, makes that 
law permanent. H. R. 8894 does the same thing, and in that respect 
they are similar. 

H. R. 7785, as he pointed out in his testimony, will not include 
voluntary contributions made; they will not be considered in com- 
puting this annuity increase, and, in effect, H. R. 8894 provides for 
that. 

However, IT. R. 8894 goes a little further in four particular in- 
stances: 

First of all, it removes the $2,160 limitation. 

Secondly, it provides, or permits the survivors to receive 50 percent 
of the benefits of the increase. 

Third, it extends the eligibility of those who come under Public 
Law 555 by 1 year. 

Fourth, it raises the maximum from $324 to $396, and so far as 
percentage is concerned, increases that from 25 percent to 3314 percent. 

Mr. Coir. That amounts to about a $6 increase, does it? 
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Mr. Brorumu.. I have not figured that out exactly; a $6 a month 
increase ? 

Mr. Corr. Yes. 

Mr. Broyniti. Only for two 6-month periods. 

Mr. Corr. Very well, go ahead. 

Mr. Broyui. I want to go back over each one of these points, Mr. 
Chairman. 

First of all, as far as the $2,160 maximum limitation is concerned, 
that prevents 20 percent of the annuitants from coming in and having 
the increase at all. In all of the other increases that Congress has 
granted to any annuitants, to members of the Armed Forces, to peo- 
ple under Railroad Retirement, and to all other groups, not in any 
instance, to my knowledge, has there been a ceiling placed on the 
amount that the annuitant receives in order to obtain an increase. 
In that respect, I think there is a discrimination against the retired 
civil-service employees. 

As to the second group, the survivors, if we grant these increases 
based on the increase in the cost of living, we certainly must recognize 
the survivors have the same problem that the annuitants do themselves. 
Right now, they can get an increase on the 50 percent, but we feel that 
the survivors should be entitled to the 50-percent increase that the 
annuitant himself receives. 

Third, with respect to extending the eligibility for 1 year, and 
getting back to your question, Mr. Chairman, as I said before, take 
the present law those who retired prior to April 1, 1952, are included 
inthisact. In H. R. 8894 we extend that 1 year so that it will include 
all of those people who retired prior to April 1, 1953, which, in effect, 
increases the time 1 year, or, rather, two 6-month periods. 

Now, we know there has been an increase in the cost of living from 
April 1, 1952 to April 1, 1953, and those employees who retired prior 

April 1, 1953, but since April 1, 1952, still must compute their 
annuities on the highest 5-year period immediately prior. Of course, 
we know that several increases, certainly two increases for Federal 
employees have occurred since then. 

So it would seem fair that those who retired in that fiscal year from 
April 1, 1952 to April 1, 1953, should be considered. 

Mr. Coir. | o you have figures showing how many ¢ 

Mr. Broyiuinn. Exactly how many, no, I do not. I think TI can get 
those figures. Maybe the Civil Service Commission will present them 
when they testify on the legislation. 

Now, as far as concerns raising the maximum that any annuitant 
can receive from $324 to $396— which is actually two 6-month periods, 
because H. R. 8894 does not provide an increase for 6 months—it just 
adds 2 more 6- month periods; you will find that the difference be- 
tween the $324 and $396 is $72, and thus will provide for that addi- 
tional year in there. 

But another thing that it does is increase the percentage from 25 
percent to 3314 percent. In other words, the difference between the 
overall increase of $324 or 25 percent, whichever is less, and in H. R. 
8894, $396 or 3514, Tal laeeer: is less, gives those people in the lower 
brackets a little higher basis on which to compete their annuities. 

Mr. Cote. May I interrupt for a question ? 

Mr. Broyuiiy. Yes. 
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Mr. Coin. Percentagewise, has there been any increase in the social 
security or carne retirement law, or any other retirement, that is 
as much as 3314 percent / 

Mr. Bnornts. No. There is a pending increase in social security 
now. However, regarding the 3314 percent, or the $396, whichever is 
less—the 3314 percent would only apply to those people in the very 
lowest, let us say, income brackets, or the very lowest annuitants. We 
have already, in many other instances, recognized the increase in the 
cost of living. ‘That has been pretty well established, and certainly 
we recognize that for the active employees it is proper and fair. We 
have another basis upon which we consider increases for active em- 
ployees. In that regard, we do recognize the increase in the cost of 
living, and if we do not, we cannot maintain the efficiency, and we 
cannot maintain such employees as highly qualified, employees. 

But the people I refer to are the senior citizens, those who have re- 
tired and have no place else to go. They cannot go out and give up 
their annuities and pick up another annuity, like a lot of active em- 
ployees can. So they have got to depend upon the reasonableness and 
the fairmindedness of the Congress for themselves. As I say, and 
as I think we all know, for we have heard it stated many times, the 
retired group, the senior citizens, are the ones who have been injured 
most by this increase in the cost of living. 

And as I pointed out a moment ago, we have legislation now, which 
I think is in the Senate, to increase the benefits under social security. 
I think it is expected that the Congress will increase the benefits for 
those under railroad retirement. We approved legislation in this 
committee increasing the retirement benefits to legislative employees 
and Members of Congress. 

Mr. Coir. Of course, the group you are trying to help will receive 
considerable relief if the tax-provision bill is passed, which grants 
a $1,200 exemption. 

Mr. Broyuity, That is true. 

Mr. Corr. On their annuities. 

Mr. Brorynini. Yes, but after all, what we propose here in H. R. 
8894 is not an awfully liberal proposal. It is most conservative and 
most reasonable. It simply absorbs some of that increase in the cost 
of living, not all of it. 

We should also mention the retirement fund. There is around $6 
billion in it. And as Mr. Rees pointed out, there has been appropri- 
ated $29 million, and I do not think that the slight increase that is 
proposed in H. R. 8894 would jeopardize the retirement fund at all. 
I believe, as Mr. Rees also pointed out, that there will be a diminishing 
cost of that bill, of his bill, within the next 6 years. In fact, these 
people are all in the upper-age brackets and over the period of the 
next 7 years there will be a constantly diminishing number, so when 
we say $20 million will be granted this year, that will be gradually re- 
duced over the next 7 years. 

But again we ioe that all of the people who are retired, regardless 
of what service they were in when they retired, are suffering from the 
increase in the cost of living and inflation. Yet I think it is the duty 
of this committee and the Congress to recognize its responsibility to 
those who are retired, the former servants of the Government. We 
are the ones who must act on legislation in their behalf. They have 
rendered service to their country and they have either retired because 
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of their age or because of disability while they were in the service 
of the country. 

Again, there are only 241,000 that are affected, and I do not — 
the cost would be exorbitant at all. It is a reasonable proposal ; 
is not an increase as such; it simply eliminates some of the Srnidinn 
in Public Law 555. 

The only actual increase it adds is that 1 more year Is permitted, 
to those people who retired before April 11,1953. It adds 2 more 6- 
month periods upon which they they can compute their annuity. It 
will affect a relatively small percentage. 

We know the cost of living has gone up approximately 2 percent 
since Public Law 555 was enacted, and that increase in the cost of 
living by 2 percent of itself would justify the increase, if it were the 
cost of increase that was provided for, in H. R. 8894. 

I think we all recognize, too, that the cost of living now is some- 
Ete stabilized. We do not anticipate any inflationary period here 
in the near future, but certainly the cost of living is here now and it 
has increased, we know, in the last 2 years since Public Law 555 was 
enacted. H. R. S894, does not provide an increase as such, but just 
eliminates some of the inequities in the law. 

Gentlemen, that concludes my testimony ; if there are any questions, 
I would be glad to try to answer them. 

Mr. Cone. Mr. Boland ? 

Mr. Botanp. No questions. 

Mr. Coie. Mr. Alexander / 

Mr. Auexanper. You say you could give us figures of the people 
that vour bill would cover. that Mr. Rees’ bill would not. by the ex- 
tel sion of this eligibility perl od 1 year? 

Mr. Broyuttn. Those people wt retired since April 1, 1952, and 
prior to April 1, 1953. 

Mr. Anexanprer. How many of them are there / 

Mr. Broyuini. I beg your pardon / 

Mr. Auexanprer. How many would be rg ¢ 

Mr. Broyuie. I was asked that question by Mr. Cole. I do not 
know, Mr. Alexander. 

Mr. ALexAnper. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cote. Mr. Bolton. 

Mr. Broyuitn. May I go back to that—it is repetition for em- 
phasis here, because I feel that it is so important. Those people who 
retired during that 1 extra year also had to compute their annuities 
upon the highest 5-year period, but they did not have the benefit of 
the increases during the period the increases were in effect. 

Mr. Boutron. I want to complime nt the gentleman on his statement, 
and I appreciate the interest in the e mployees of our Government. It 
does represent a very sizable number of them, and he does a very good 
job of representing them, I might add. 

I have a number of questions, Mr. Chairman: 

First, with regard to taking off the ce iling, you made the state- 
ment that there were about 20 percent of the annuitants affected. 
Have you any idea how much it would cost to take off that ceiling? 

Mr. Broyniti. I can only give you a horseback opinion, 

I have not had this analyzed by the Civil Service Commission: 
only the Library of Congress. Maybe oy have the figures here now, 
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but it represents about = million or $3 million for a year. But, as 
I say, again, that is going to diminish over the period of the next 
7 years. 

‘Mr. Bouron. Would you have any feeling as to what the maximum 
amount of that would be? In other words, it is now limited to $2,160, 
as I understand it. 

Mr. Broyuity. Yes. 

Mr. Boiron. Would that bring it to $2,500? 

Mr. Broyuiin. No: I think that some of the annuitants go as high 
as $6,000. Of course, they are very few and far between, but the 
average annuitant is actually way below $2,160. There are about 
20 percent who would receive more than $2,160, with this increased 
annuity. 

Mr. Borron. And your thought in taking that off was because it 
was actually a discrimination against better paid employees? 

Mr. Broyiiiyi. That is correct. And, of course, they suffer just as 
much by the increased cost of living as the lower paid employees. 

Mr. Boiron. As to the survivors, Mr. Broyhill, who gets the bene- 
fits now? If there is a survivor under Public Law 555; do I under- 
stand the increase which is granted goes to the survivor’ Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Brorvuim.. They receive, I think, 25 percent of the 50 percent. 
Is that correct, Mr. Johnson ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Public Law 555 specifically relates to section 8 (c) ; 
it provides that the increases provided by this section shall not oper- 
ate to increase the annuities of their survivors. 

Mr. Broyuity. Yes. I thought they were getting a percentage; 
after they got the 50 percent of the annuity, they got a percentage 
on that. 

Mr. Jonnson. Not under this law. That was adopted by the com- 
mittee, as Mr. Rees indicated, and as you will recall, on the theory 
that this was strictly a cost-of-living increase for the annuitants them- 
selves as a temporary measure. 

Mr. Broyuimu. That makes H. R. 8894 even more necessary because, 
certainly, the survivor only gets 50 percent of the annuity, and only 
will get that if the annuitant himself makes the request and provides 
that benefit for the survivor, but the survivor only receives 50 percent 
of it. Certainly, I think it is fair that the survivor should receive 
50 percent of the increase, if the increase is based on the increased cost 
of living, which certainly affects the survivor. I think that is one of 
the most reasonable proposals in this legislation. 

Mr. Bouron. Now, as to the increased coverage in the act; in other 
words, including an additional year, is it your thinking, Mr. Broyhill, 
that if the cost of living should go down, instead of up, the Govern- 
ment’s annuities should then be reduced 4 

Mr. Broyuiwi. Well, Mr. Bolton, I do not think that any of 
anticipate a period of deflation under Publie Law 555. I think it pro 
vided that if the cost-of-living index went below 169—am I correct 
on that, Mr. Johnson ¢ 

Mr. JoHnson. Yes. 

Mr. Broyniti. Below 169, that the bill would automatically ex- 
pire. 

Mr. Botton. Would you carry that in your bill? 

69894—56——3 
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Mr. Broyiim.. No, that provision is not in H. R. 8894. Certainly, 
f the cost of living went down that much, we would be in a period, 
[ believe, of serious deflation, and we may have to enact other tvpes of 
emergency legisl: ation. But, there again, this whole thing will work 

elf out within 7 years. 

a Boiron. Provided that the date of the act is not continually to 
be extended. 


Mir. Broyyini ed this makes it perma ent but will include only 
those retired prior to April 1, 1953. They eventually will pass out. 


Boiron. But if the 84th Congress should extend it for an ad- 
aitiol il an or an additional oy years to cover the annuitants who 


would then be put in—— 
Mr. Broyninn, Of course, if we should go through a further infla- 
tion, which L hope we do not, then it would certainly be necessary. 


lic 

Bovvon. The point I am getting at is this: Those of us who 
are here in this committee have, it seems to me, a very broad base to 
consider, whether it is in this connection, the postal pay raise, or what- 
ever the legislation is, because we must not only consider the situation 
if the Government employees themselves, but of the Nation as a 


l 
yrnoie, 


Mr. Broyutiy. I agree with you, certainly. 

Mr. Bouron. And certainly if a man, instead of being put under his 
retirement system, had put his money into an insurance program, no- 
body is turning around right now and increasing his insurance, that 
is, the amount which he receives from his insurance annuity. Any 
man who has planned, or makes plans, for his future and for his re- 

irement and for the care of his children, if he is a careful man—as a 

reful man must do—he must make certain calculations, based on cer- 
tain epee it seems to me that the Congress has far more to da 
to see if we can reduce the expenditures of the Government so that 
the tax load can be reduced, and the cost of living can be reduced as 
ontrasted with the increases from year to year, in an attempt to be 
just and fair and show that we are even generous with the employees. 

Mr. Broyvuitn. Yes; [ would not desire to debate with you on that 
subject, except that we have already recognized that something must 
be done, and something is being done for our senior citizens who are 

ready retired. We have not passed any legislation increasing insur- 
ance, but we have, insofar as it is within our authority to do so, passed 
legislation, for example, increasing the social-security benefits from 
a 55 average to $13.50 for those who are already on retirement. That 
was passed overwhelmingly, recognizing that the whole economy of 
the country, just as you me ntioned, is affected by the earnings of these 
senior citizens. 

Mr. Botron. T have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Coie. Mr. Gubser ? 

Mr. Gurser. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions, but that does not 
indicate a lack of interest. It is merely a testimonial to the clarity 
of the gentleman’s statement. 

Mr. Broyeomn. Thank you, Mr. Gubser. 

Mr. Cour. Thank you, Mr. Broyhill, for your statement. 

Mr. Broynitn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Corr. Mrs. Hunter, in view of the situation with respect to time 
in which we find ourselves, would you care to testify, or submit your 
statement? Ihave read the statement and I think the proposal covers 
your situation very well. 

Mrs. Hunter. I will be very glad to submit the statement for the 
record to save the time of the committee. 

Mr. Coir. Without objection, the statement will be included in the 
record of the hearing. However, the committee will be delighted to 
hear you if you care to testify. 

Mrs. Hunver. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say one word that 

‘hairman Rees spoke of, and that is the sacrifice that many of us made 
in connection with our work with the Congress. When I came to work 
for the Congress, a Member of Congress in 1918, my salary was $1,500 
a year. 

Mr. Coir. Yes. 

Mrs. Hunrer. You know, in 1918 the cost of living was high in 
Washington. You younger men may not recall that, but it was. It 
made it very hard to accumulate any savings. 

My husband was a poor newspaperman. They are not poor any 
more, but they were in those days. I had $ mg insurance and out 
of that, when the funeral expenses were paid, I had a few thousand 
dollars left. I went to work immediately and I have worked ever 
since. I have worked since 1918. So you can see how long and hard 
the job was to save $6,400 and put if into a volunt: ary retirement fund. 

Mr. Coir. We thank you, Mira. Hunter, and your statement will all 
appear in the record. 

Mrs. Ttcnrer. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. MARIE HUNTER 


Chairman Cole and members of the subcommittee, may I ask your careful and 
sympathetic consideration of the following : 

My Government service covered 26 years and 38 months, the major portion 
of which was in the capacity of secretary to the late Congressman Walter 
Newton, of Minnesota. Based on that service my annual annuity is $1,572. 

During my employment I invested my savings of $6,400 in the voluntary de- 
posit fund of the Civil Service Commission from which I derive a yearly income 
of $614.64. 

I was denied the annuity increase of Public Law 555, passed in 1952, for the 
reason that under the interpretation of that law, the income from my voluntary 
deposits is added to my regular service annuity in applying the $2,160 limitation 
provision. Although my service annuity is but $1,572, the combined income, 
of course, exceeds the $2,160 limitation. 

Therefore, due to the fact that I used my savings and made deposits of $6,400 
to this voluntary deposit fund, independently of my contributions to the regular 
service annuity fund, I am barred from participating in the annuity increase 
of Public Law 555. Had I bought Government bonds, left my money in the 
savings bank, or invested it wholly outside of the Government, as the majority 
of Government employees did, I, too, would have qualified for the annuity in- 
crease granted them. 

The annuitant with but 5 years of service receives the increase not alone upon 
his service annuity, but also on any voluntary deposits he may have made. The 
annuitant who chose to place his savings and make his investments entirely 
outside of the Civil Service Commission receives the increase. 

But the annuitant who invested her savings of 26 years of Government work 
in this voluntary deposit fund is denied the annuity increase, although her serv- 
ice annuity is but $1,572. 
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Is not this discriminatory against the annuitant with long vears of service and 
who invested her life savings in the voluntary deposit fund? Is not this paying 
a heavy penalty? Is it fair to deprive such an annuitant of the increase on her 
service annuity of $1,572? 

It is earnestly hoped that before the expiration of this session of Congress 
steps will be taken to correct this inequity, in order that those annuitants who 
are now barred from participating in the annuity increase on these grounds, 
may at least be on an equal footing with the annuitants of but a few years 
service, and those who made their investments entirely outside of the Civil 
Service Commission. 

Mr. Core. Our time is running out and we are going to have to 
hurry along. If we get any legislation through the House, we will 
linve to hurry along. 

Mr. Irons, the committee will be glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF WARREN B. IRONS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS, CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Irons. Mr. Chairman, my name is Warren B. Irons, Director, 
Bureau of Departmental Operations, Civil Service Commission. And 
f am accompanied by Mr. Andrew Ruddock, Chief of the Retirement 
Bureau of the Civil Service Commission. 

I believe you would perhaps first like to have a brief comment on 
Mr. Rees’ bill? 

Mr. Coir. Yes. 

Mr. Irons. The Commission has submitted a report to the commit- 
tee in which it endorses Mr. Rees’ bill. It believes that the purpose 
of the bill, which is to make the increase already enacted by the Con- 
evess a permanent piece of legislation, is sound, and the only thing 
that is fair to the people now on the retirement rolls. 

The Commission also endorses the principle, in Mr. Rees’ bill, that 
the voluntary contributions should be treated separately. The lan- 
guage of H. R. 7785 in section 1, as we have already pointed out to 
Congressman Rees, and in which he concurs, does require amendment 
to bring about the intent of the bill, and the Commission has sub- 
initted some language which would produce the appropriate effect. 

Mr. Core. J might say that that is not in the hands of this subcom- 
mittee, and we should have it before us when we consider the bill. 

Mr. Irons. I believe it has been furnished to the committee this 
morning. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, we have it. 

Mr. Irons. Yes, we sent that up rather late yesterday or today and 
1 think you do have the language. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Irons. I do not think there is anything I could add to the state- 
ment, the very able statement of Congressman Rees, and you do want 
to keep this short. I will be very glad to answer any questions, or 
Mr. Ruddock, if you wish to have us do so. 

Mr. Cour. First, I would like to have you tell us how much it would 
cost, or how many annuitants would be added to this increase by 
setting the date up from 1952 to 1953 as provided in Mr. Broyhill’s 
bill ? 

Mr. Irons. It would probably add about 20,000 additional employee 
annuitants to the rolls as the result of adding those who have gone on 
the rolls from April 1, 1952 to April 1, 1953. 
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Mr. Corr. At a cost of how much? 

Mr. Irons. Before answering that question, what the cost would be, 
are you talking about the cost that would be incurred in the Broyhill 
bill or the cost 

Mr. Core (interposing). No, the cost that would be incurred by 
setting the date up 1 year from 1952 to 1953 and retaining the pro- 
visions in the Rees bill. 

Mr. Irons. Well, let me see what it would cost. It would cost prob- 
ably about $5 million a year, would it not, Mr. Ruddock ? 

Mr. Ruppock. Probably. 

Mr. Irons. I think it would probably cost about $5 million addi- 
tional each year. 

Mr. Corre. In other words, it would increase the cost from $29 mil- 
lion to $34 million a year? 

Mr. Irons. To $34 million, on a decreasing basis each year, because 
of deaths. 

Mr. Corr. Mr. Bolton? 

Mr. Botton. On that point, Mr. Irons: Why was the cutoff date 
made as it was In 1952, in the original bill ? 

Mr. Irons. That was the time of the passage of that bill. 

Mr. Borron. Yes. 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 

Mr. Boron. Since that time, have salaries generally increased— 
there are special places where they have not—which would so affect 
the annuity as to take care of the cost of living increases since that 
time ¢ 

Mr. Irons. You refer to— 

Mr. Botron. General increases ? 

Mr. Irons. These people would not be affected by that, Mr. Bolton, 
because they are already on the roll. 

Mr. Boiron. Except the pay increases, prior to the time of their 
retirement. As I understand it, the annuity is figured on the basis 
of the 5 highest years of service. 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 

Mr. Bouron. Therefore, if a person retired in the time—— 

Mr. Irons. Between April 1, 1952, and April 1, 1953. 

Mr. Borron. Right. 

Mr. Irons. There have been pay increases which would cause an 
increase in the annuity to an individual who was receiving that an- 
nuity, or went on the roll from April 1, 1952, to April 1, 1953; would 
it be larger if he had gone on the roll on the same period of service 
from April 1, 1952, to April 1, 1953, and, generally speaking, be- 
cause of the movement of the 5-year average was an ascending scale 
of pay. 

Mr. Boron. In other words, the pay raises which went into effect 
in 1951 

Mr. Irons. Would be reflected, to a degree, in any annuities granted 
from April 1, 1952, to April 1, 1953. 

Mr. Borron. Would you like to make a statement as to your feeling 
of the justice or need for the extension for a year ? 

Mr. Irons. I am a little—in a little bit of an embarrassing position, 
Mr. Chairman, here. As I have indicated, the Commission has already 
endorsed completely H. R. 7785. 
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Now, we have been asked to report on Congressman Broyhill’s bill. 
The Commission, however, has not reported on that bill because of 
an informal arrangement we have with this committee to defer re- 
porting on most bills because of the existence of a time and policy 
committee set up in Public Law 555, and the committee chairman 
and the Chairman of the Commission both felt that, generally speak- 
ing, we should await the report on this retirement policy committee 
before we get involved with any legislation extending or increasing 
the benefits under the Retirement Act. 

The final report, which will deal with this subject, will be released 
by the Retirement Policy Committee to this committee on or about 
June 30, as it goes out of existe nce June 30. 

Mr. Core. That goes to the question of an overall revision of the 
Retirement Act in the 81st Congress. 

Mr. Irons. At least a revision. 

Mr. Coie. At least a revision. 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 

Mr. Corr. May I ask you, Mr. rons, have you computed the cost 
under H, Rh. 88944 

Mr. Irons. Yes: we have. We always refer to our costs as being 
the total overall cost of the annuities granted, not on an annual basis 
but the present value of all benefits to be granted. 

Under Congressman Rees’ bill, H. R. 7785, we have estimated and 
have informed the committee that that cost, spread over a period of 
years, would be $240 million. 

Under Congressman Broyhill’s bill, H. R. 8894, that cost would be 
$364 million, as contrasted with the $240 million in H. R. 7785, or a 
cost of about 50 percent more. 

Mr. Core. I notice that the Broyhill bill provides that the increase 
be paid from the civil-service retirement fund. 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 

Mr. Coie. Rather than from general appropriations fund. 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 

Mr. Corx. Would that jeopardize or deplete the fund now in exist- 
ence ¢ 

Mr. Irons. The payments would come out of funds either in Mr. 
Rees’ bill or in Mr. Broyhill’s bill, they would come out of the fund, 
and to the extent that it would deplete such funds—and I might say 
we have a fund of over $5.5 billion that is to be utilized in the payment 
of all kinds of claims against the act—now it would deplete the funds 
to the difference between $240 million and $364 million, or $124 million, 

Mr. Corz. I do not understand you when you say that the increase 
would come out of the retirement fund, because we provided an appro- 
priation of § $29 million. 

Mr. Irons. Last year; this is fiscal year 1955. 

Mr. Cox. For this vear. 

Mr. Irons. Yes, for this purpose. 

Mr. Cote. Yes. That does not come out of the retirement fund. 

Mr. Irons. That actually was an appropriation to the fund, an ap- 
propriation by the Congress to the fund. 

Mr. Boiron. That was a Government contribution 

Mr. Cote. A Government contribution; ves. 

Mr. Iron. There has been no depletion of the fund up to this 
point, because Congress has made specific appropriations each year. 
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Mr. Coir. What is the position of the Commission on the Broyhill 
bill, H. R. 8894? 

Mr. Irons. The position of the Commission, the Commission has 
not considered H. R. 8894, because, as I indicated in my statement 
before, it was thought that we should defer consideration of increase 
in bills until after the Retirement Policy Committee has rendered 
its report. 

Mr. Coir. Any questions, Mr. Alexander ? 

Mr. ALExaAnpER. No questions. 

Mr. Coir. Mr. Bolton ? 

Mr. Bouron. One further question : Do you know why Public Law 
555 specifically denied increases to the survivors 4 

Mr. Irons. The discussion at that time, and I think this came out 
in conference between the Senate and the House, was that the increase 
should be granted, if at all, to just the employees and not to the extent 
of the survivors; that was a sort of arbitrary decision. 

Mr. Borron. It seems rather unjust to me, where a man has made 
plans for his estate and for his family and himself, that if he died 
he should not be able to have that go to his survivor. 

Mr. Irons. If I might amplify on that situation a little bit, to say 
that Public Law 555 did not go through without a struggle, there 
were some very strong differences of opinion, not only between the 
Senate and the House but between the Members of the Senate and the 
Members of the House in respect to the —_ age; and it represents 
to a large degree a compromise measure. I do not think that logic 
played a particularly large part in the decision. 

Mr. Core. Mr. Irons, you do not anticipate any controversy over the 
Rees bill ? 

Mr. Irons. There would be none 

Mr. Corr. Our problem is to make this increase permanent before 
the end of this session. 

Mr. Irons. Yes. There would be no compromise as far as the 
executive branch is concerned; I can speak for them on this—— 

Mr. Cotz. You mean controversy ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes; no controversy. 

Mr. Corr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Irons. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Corr. Now, there has been handed to me statements for the 
record of Mr. Jerome J. Keating, vice president, National Associa- 
tion of Letter Carriers; Mr. Luther Steward, president, National Fed- 
eration of Federal Employees; Mr. Thomas G. Walters, operations 
director, Government Employees’ Council; Mr. W. M. Thomas, presi- 
dent, National Postal Transport Association; Mr. Alfred F. Beiter, 
national president, National Customs Service Association; Hon. Wil- 
liam S. Hill, a Representative in Congress from the State of Colorado; 
Mr. E. C. Hallbeck, legislative representative, National Federation of 
Post Office Clerks; Mr. James Campbell, president, American Federa- 
tion of Government Employees; and Mr. Ross Messer, legislative rep- 
resentative, National Association of Post Office and Government Serv- 
ice Maintenance Employees. 

Also statements of resolution adopted by the St. Joseph, Mo., Chap- 
ter No. 307 of the National Association of Retired Civil Employees, 
and an identical resolution adopted by the Kansas City Chapter No, 
20 of the National Association of Retired Civil Service Employees, 
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and one of the resolutions will be included in the record if there is no 
objection. 

Without objection that will be done. 

Mr. Jason, do you have a statement you would like to include in 
the record ? 

Mr. Jason. Yes. 

Mr. Cote. The National Alliance of Postal Employees, through 
W. C. Jason, legislative representative of that organization, has a 
statement which will also be submitted for the record, if there is no 
objection. 

There has also been submitted for the record a statement of Walter 
L. Disbrow, president, Retirement Federation of Civil Service Em- 
ployees; a statement of Samuel E. Klein, president of the United 
National Association of Post Office Clerks and a statement of Mr. 
Paul G. Benson, president, National Rural Letter Carriers Associa- 
tion; a statement of J. V. Horton, legislative representative, Na- 


tional Association of Postai Supervisors. 

Without. objection all those statements will be included in the rec- 
ord, and the committee will stand adjourned subject to the call of the 
Chair for an executive session for the consideration of the legislation, 
unless there is someone in the room, or some other organization, who 
desires to submit a statement for the record. 

The Chair hears none and the hearing is closed. 

Thank you very much. 

(The statements above referred to follow: 


STATEMENT OF JEROME J. KEATING, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
LETTER CARRIERS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Jerome J. Keating. 
I am vice president of the National Association of Letter Carriers, an organiza- 
tion representing 103,000 letter carriers. 

We are very much interested in the bills now before your committee, specifi- 
eally those having to do with increased annuities. Public Law 555, enacted on 
July 16, 1952, recognized the fact that the increase in the cost of living necessi- 
tated an increase in annuities of civil-service employees then retired. The re- 
tired employees have received but 2 increases in their annuities since the cost 
of living started to advance in 1938, while most employees in industry have 
received 8 wage increases, and some have received as many as 9. 

Public Law 555 granted the retired employees an increase in their annuities 
on a temporary basis, dependent upon appropriations being made. There are 
102,240 annuitants on the rolls who retired prior to the passage of Public Law 
426. The average annual annuity of these employees is only $1,260 per year. 
The annuities of most of them are less than that amount. When hearings were 
being held in April 1952 the cost of living, according to the new index, was 112.9. 
In April 1954 the cost of living had increased to 114.6. This indicates the abso- 
lute necessity of giving consideration to a larger increase in annuities for the 
retired employees at this time. 

H. R. 7785, the Rees bill, would merely make the increases already granted 
permanent, while H. R. 8894, the Broyhill bill, would extend the increases to a 
larger number of employees, by using the date October 1, 1953, instead of October 1, 
1952, and by providing that the increase in annuity shall be not less than $396 
or 33% percent, rather than $324 or 25 percent, as provided for in the Rees bill. 
We believe that the increased cost of living alone has justified the passage of 
the Broyhill bill. The provisions of H. R. 8894 are more realistic under present 
conditions. We urge you to favorably report out the Broyhill bill providing 
for an increase in annuities that is more nearly commensurate with the present 
value of the dollar. 

Students of sociology have come to recognize the fact that one of our greatest 
problems of today is the problem of the aging. It becomes more and more dif- 
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ficult for people of advanced years to supplement their income. The annuities 
of those who retired prior to the passage of Public Law 426 are greatly in need 
of upward adjustment. 

Again we wish to voice our approval of the Broyhill bill, H. R. 8894, and urge 
its enactment. 

With reference to H. R. 9586, the Rees bill, this association firmly believes in 
a good sound retirement plan that provides no special advantages to any single 
group of employees or any individual employee, and we wish to record ourselves 
in favor of H. R. 9586. 

We are pleased to have had this opportunity to present a statement and we 
wish to urge on behalf of the many retired letter carriers who belong to our 
association that you take early and prompt action on H. R. 8894. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES 


The act of July 6, 1952, provided certain increases in annuities to retired em 
ployees within the Federal civil-service retirement system. H. R. 7755 proposes 
to make these increases permanent. We are in hearty accord with the proposal, 
feeling it is a measure of justice to grant on a permanent basis the very moderate 
increases contained in the temporary legislation. 

H. R. 9586 proposes to amend section 5 of the Civil Service Retirement Act of 
May 29, 1930, as amended, by clarifying the status of employees entitled to an 
nuities under the Civil Service Retirement Acts. We endorse the proposal and 
recommend early and favorable action. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL, A. F. or L. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by way of introduction, my 
name is Thomas G. Walters, operations director of the Government Employees’ 
Council of the American Federation of Labor, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., Wash- 
ington 1, D. C., phone Executive 3—2820 and 38-2821. 

The Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of Labor is 
made up of 28 national and international unions whose membership, in whole 
or in part, are civil-service employees. The total Federal employee membership 
of the Government Employees’ Council is more than 500,000 members. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 23 member unions of the 
Government Employees’ Council, A. F. of L. and I are happy to extend our 
thanks and appreciation for your early consideration of the bills referred to 
your subcommittee, and likewise we are happy to cooperate with you in an effort 
to expedite these hearings. Therefore, we are filing a short statement and will 
refrain from asking to be heard in person. 

H. R. 7785 and H. R. 8894 are somewhat similar, but at yvyesterday’s council 
meeting H. R. 8894 was unanimously approved, and I am happy to make this 
report to this committee, and urge that the contents of H. R. 8894 be adopted. 
This bill provides that the increase shall not exceed the lesser of $396 or 3314 
percent of the present annuity. Also makes provision to protect those employees 
whose annuity is now computed as provided in section 4 and an annuity purchased 
by voluntary contributions under the second paragraph of section 10. 

H. R. 8894 will go a long way in correcting an injustice in the present retire- 
ment law, and we trust that this committee will at an early date recommend to 
the full committee the adoption of the provisions of H. R. S894. 

At the council meeting yesterday H. R. 9586 was approved by the council, and 
I am happy to urge this committee to approve the provisions of H. R. 9586. 

Again thanking you for your interest in this legislation and for the privilege 
of filing this statement. 
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STATEMENT OF W. M. THOMAS, PBESIDENT, NATIONAL POSTAL TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION 


As president of the National Postal Transport Association, I wish to thank 
this subcommittee for considering bills which would make permanent and lib- 
eralize the provisions of Public Law 555 of the 82d Congress. 

The increase in cost of living since 1945 has resulted in many annuitants being 
unable to maintain a respectable standard of living. The increase as provided 
for in Public Law 555 is wholly inadequate, the purchasing power of the dollar 
having shrunk to such an extent that annuities should now be double that of 
1945. The increase as provided for in H. R. 8894 is certainly justified and most 
conservative. Many annuitants who had purchased additional annuities were 
penalized under the provisions of Public Law 555 for the reason that a ceiling was 
placed on the amount of annuity above which the increase would not be applicable. 
It is noted that this bill also takes care of this inequity. 

We sincerely hope that this subcommittee will favorably report this meritorious 
bill, and I deeply appreciate the privilege of presenting our views today. 


NATIONAL CUSTOMS SERVICE ASSOCIATION, 
Chevy Chase 15, Md., June 19, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp H. REEs, 
Chairman, Post Office and Civil Service Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Rees: I have attached hereto a statement to be included in the record 
of the hearings on H. R. 7785, H. R. 8894, and H. R. 9586, to amend the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, to make permanent the increases in 
regular annuities provided by the act of July 16, 1952. 

I respectfully submit the views of our association for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALFRED F. BEITER, 
National President. 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED F., BEITER, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, NATIONAL CUSTOMS 
SERVICE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman, I am Alfred F. Beiter, national president of the National Cus- 
toms Service Association. I represent approximately 6,000 employees of the 
United States Customs Service. 

The retirement committee of our association has made a study of the various 
bills pending in the Congress which have for their purpose increasing the annui- 
ties of retired employees. Mr. Joseph Verbell, chairman of our retirement com- 
mittee, has spent many long hours studying the various propsals which have 
been made to your committee. In speaking for him and his committee, I can 
state that we do not want to destroy or weaken in any way the present retire- 
ment system. NCSA believes that Congress should authorize a special appro- 
priation for the relief of civil-service annuitants and postpone any further 
changes in the retirement law until the Kaplan Committee has submitted its 
final report. 

There is no group of citizens in any economy so unfortunate and so adversely 
affected by inflation as those persons whose livelihood is dependent upon annui- 
ties and pensions. Their income is rigid and inexorable while the rising prices 
of the commodities and articles they need for necessities living constantly in- 
crease and relentlessly chisel down the value of their dollars and their standard 
of living. When they retired they felt they had adequate security to see them 
through the last years of their lives. The decrease in the purchasing power of 
the annuity dollar has brought to many of them reduced living standards, hard- 
ship, discouragement, and fear of the future. 

Since Congress has authorized a 30 percent raise in pensions for retired rail- 
road workers, it can do no less than provide increases for former Federal em- 
ployees who have the same cost-of-living problems. 

We recommend that Congress make a dir ct appropriation to finance the cost 
of annuity increases. Funds for this purpose should not be taken out of the 
civil service retirement fund. 

In urging a study of the retirement system we would suggest that the follow- 
ing amendments to the present law be gi\en consideraion: 





INCREASE IN CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT ANNUITIES 23 


The first and foremost section of the Retirement Act in need of liberalization is 
that dealing with involuntary separation. The drastic reduction of one-fourth 
of 1 percent of each month that the employee involuntarily separated is 
under the age of 60 should be eliminated. We recognize the justice of differen- 
tiating between “voluntary” and “involuntary” separation, An employee volun- 
tarily retiring is master of his own fate, cognizant of his position, and prepared 
for any consequences of his act. Such an employee can pick the most propitious 
moment for his action, when, due to a stroke of luck, a business opportunity, or 
the possibility for greater gain elsewhere, he decides to separate himself from 
the service. The employee involuntarily separated is left without choice. His 
financial condition is such as it happens to be at the time the catastrophe hits 
him; no opportunity for preparation of any kind is afforded him; business con- 
ditions are most likely least advantageous when the Government abolishes and 
consolidates its offices or embarks on a reduction-in-force program. Under the 
present law, the employee then becomes eligible to an annuity with deductions 
so penal that the result may be less than the charitable home relief may other- 
wise offer. This is a pitiful reward for 25 or more years of faithful service 
during which deductions from salary were regularly taken for the retirement 
fund. 

Second in the order of importance in suggested amendments to the Retire- 
ment Act is that section dealing with voluntary separation at age 55 with 
30 years of service. The deductions at this age are so drastic as to make this 
election prohibitive. The reduction of one-fourth of 1 percent for each month 
that the employee is under the age of 60 should be eliminated altogether. If 
the purpose of voluntary retirement at age 55 after 30 years of service is to 
induce older men to leave the service and make place for new men, that purpose 
is defeated if the penalty is too severe. 

The advantage to the Government of this change of personnel is the savings 
of the difference between starting salary and top-of-grade salary and, in addition, 
the difference in the annuity, which is based on number of years of service. 

Under present conditions, a civil-service employee would retire at 55 with 
a reduction of 15 percent, and, taking advantage of the survivorship feature, 
an additional 5-percent reduction of the first $1,500 and 10 percent of the 
balance: and further deductions based on the selected survivor’s age (three- 
quarters of 1 percent for each full year the wife is under 60 years), making 
the total deduction from the amount he would receive at 60 too prohibitive. 
Sacrificing his salary for his annuity to meet living conditions, that annuity 
must most certainly warrant such action on the employee's part. 

The number of employees who retired under the drastic provisions of the 
55-year feature is negligible. This situation, we believe, is not because they 
do not wish to leave the service at 55, but because of the penal aspect of this 
election. 

Under other retirement systems, not as costly to employees, social security 
for example, there is no reduction for the survivorship feature. 

There are certain emplovees, not in the best of health, still not incapacitated 
to the degree that a physician’s examination would reveal cause for disability 
retirement. The efficiency of such employees is impaired and an attractive early 
retirement would be eagerly acceptable to them. 

It is our belief that a more liberal form of retirement, especially voluntary 
retirement, should be made available to the civil-service personnel even as a 
feature to attract personnel of higher caliber. We recommend very strongly, 
therefore, that the drastic reduction of one-quarter of 1 percent for each month 
the employee is under 60 be eliminated. 

Third in imnortance for amendment is that section of the Retirement Act 
dealing with the computation of annuity on the basis of a 5-consecutive-year 
average. This period should be reduced. 

Fourth, we recommend that liberalization of the Retirement Act should 
provide for the exemption of the annuity from taxation, as in the case of the 
Railroad Retirement Act. 

Thank you. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1954. 
Hon. WILt1AM C. Core, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Federal Retirement. Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Serrice, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN CoLe: T have manv personal friends. many of whom I have 
known for years, who are personally and vitally interested in H. R. 8894. 
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Through letters, wires, and personal visits they have requested my support 
and assistance in their effort to have this measure presented to the floor for 
favorable action. 

I am sincerely interested in this legislation as many of our retired Federal 
employees are not receiving sufficient sums to be of any great benefit under the 
present high cost of living. 

The temporary relief that was granted them by the 82d Congress under Public 
Law 555 should certainly be made permanent, and in addition the small amount 
they are asking Congress to increase this annuity certainly is not out of line, 
and I support this proposition also, 

There are several other very important changes in the law that I think should 
be made, and I hope your action this morning will be favorable. 

If you wish further and more detailed information as to why I support this 
measure, IT should be more than happy to meet with the committee and discuss 
the entire matter. 

Sincerely, 


WILLIAM S. HILL, M. C. 


H. R. S894 


1. It will make permanent the temporary increases for annuitants and sur- 
vivors which were provided by Public Law 555 of the 82d Congress. 

2. It will increase the maximum benefit from $324 or 25 percent, whichever is 
the lesser, to $396 a year or 3314 percent of the annuity, whichever is the lesser. 
It will eliminate the $2,160 limitation on participation in the increases. 

t. It will remove the inhibition against a surviving widow (or widower) re- 
ceving one-half of the temporary increase being received by the spouse at the 
time of decease. 

>. It will extend the date for eligibility under the act from April 1, 1952, to 
nclude persons who retired April 1, 1953, or before. 

6. It will allow a retiree drawing a regular Government annuity and also an 
annuity purchased under the Civil Service Act to have them considered as two 
separate annuities for the purpose of computing the increase. 

This increase would come out of the credit balance in the civil service retire- 
ment fund, which now amounts to nearly $6 billion and does not require additional 
appre priations 


STATEMENT BY E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF PosTaL CLERKS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I sincerely appreciate this 
opportunity of presenting the views of the National Federation of Post Office 
Clerks with respect to the bills H. R. 7785, H. R. 8894, and H. R. 9586, all of 
which would amend the Civil Service Retirement Act to provide much needed 
henefits for those now on the annuity rolls. 

The problems and difficulties presently faced by those who have retired from 
Government service and are forced to maintain themselves and dependents on 
grossly inadequate annuities provided by the Civil Service Retirement Act 
are, in many eases, almost beyond belief. The shrinking value of the dollar 
has served to reduce their real income to a point where it no longer maintains 
anvthing approaching a decent American standard of living. 

In an effort to correct this situation, the S2d Congress enacted temporary 
legislation, public Law 555, the act of July 16, 1952, to provide additional 
annuities not exceeding the lesser of $524 or 25 percent of the total of present 
annuities. The general purpose of the legislation now under consideration 
s to make such increases permanent, With this purpose we are in wholehearted 
agreement 

The National Federation of Post Office Clerks recommends the enactment of 
H. R. SSH. by Congressman Broyhill because that legislation would provide 
a necessary further increase in the amount of benefit not to exceed $396 per 
annum or 3314 percent of the present annuity. We believe this amount is little 
enough for the needs of these annuitants who are in virtually all instances the 
victims of an inflationary trend over which they could have no possible control. 

We evrpress the hope that the subcommittee will take prompt action leading 
to an early report of the bill H. R. 8894 

Thank you. 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF Post OFFICE AND 
GENERAL SERVICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES, 
Washington, D. C., June 23, 1954. 
RETIREMENT SUBCOMMITTEE, HOUSE Post OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COM MITTEE. 

GENTLEMEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for this 
opportunity to present a statement on H. R. 7785 and H. R. 8894, making perman- 
ent the increase granted retired employees by Public Law 555, 82d Congress, 
and allowing increases to those retired since that date, and H. R. 9586 plugging 
certain loopholes in the Retirement Act. 

At the time of the enactment of Public Law 555, it was believed that the 
cost of living would decline within a few vears, therefore, the increase granted 
these retired employees was made temporary. The prediction that the cost 
of living would decrease has proven inaccurate, therefore, it appears that the 
making of the temporary increase permanent is definitely justified at this time. 

The Broyhill bill, H. R. S894, is the more liberal of the two, therefore, it is 
requested that favorable consideration be given this bill as it will also remove the 
present limitations on the amount of the increase. 

H. R. 9586 is designed to plug certain loopholes in the present Retirement Act 
which allows certain employees to receive large annuities with practically no 
contributions to the fund. Such cases create a drain on the retirement fund 
and endanger the financial stability of the retirement system. It is requested 
that favorable consideration be given to the enactment of H. R. 9586. 

Respectfully yours, 
Ross A. Messer, Legislative Representative. 


———_—_—_—— 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE ST. JOSEPH CHAPTER, NO, 307, OF THE NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED CIVIL EMPLOYEES ON JUNE 21, 1954 


Whereas the act of July 16, 1952 (Public Law 555, 82d Cong.), granted increases 
in annuities of retirees on a temporary basis expiring June 30, 1955, and provided 
that the increases be paid from the general revenue; 

Whereas H. R. 8894 has been introduced in this Congress and provides, among 
other features, that the annuity increases be placed on a permanent basis and 
that the payment of the increases be paid from the civil-service retirement fund ; 

Whereas the provision in H. R. S894 that the increases be paid from the civil- 
service retirement fund will effect a very substantial saving for the taxpayers of 
this country because the item of $29,600,000 for temporary annuity increases in 
the Independent Offices appropriation bill, which item has already been approved 
by the House and the Senate, will not have to be withdrawn from the United 
States Treasury for that purpose if H. R. 8894 or a similar bill is passed during 
this session of Congress; 

Whereas under Public Law 555, 82d Congress, eligibility for the increases in 
annuities is now limited to those retiring on or before April 1, 1952, and the 
maximum limited to $324, or 25 percent of the annuity, whichever was the lesser ; 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That Hon. William C. Cole, Representative in Congress from the 
Sixth District of Missouri, be requested to use his powerful influence to urge the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service of the House of Representatives to 
promptly report H. R. 8894, which (a) seeks to make the temporary increases 
permanent, (0) removes certain prohibitions on participation, (¢) extends the 
date of eligibility to those retired April 1, 1953, and before, (d) increases the 
maximum amount of increase to $396, or 3314 percent, whichever is the lesser, 
and (e) provides that a separate annuity purchased in addition to the regular 
annuity shall be considered in computing the increases. 

Resolved further, That the attention of Congressman Cole be called to the fact 
that a policy relating to increased annuities has been adopted by the 88d Con- 
gress through the passage of S. 2175, providing substantial increases for legisla- 
tive employees and officials ; that this session of Congress passed a bill providing 
for substantial pension increases for certain employees already retired under the 
Railroad Retirement Act, and a committee of the House has approved a bill pro- 
viding for substantial increases for employees already retired under the Social 
Security Act. In view of the policy adopted through the congressional action set 
forth above, it appears to the retired civil-service employees residing in district 
No. 6 that civil-service employees already retired should not be discriminated 
against by the refusal of the House Post Office and Civil Service Committee to 
approve the small increases provided for by H. R. SS94. 
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We also call your attention, Congressman Cole, to the large number of civil- 
service retirees from the great State of Missouri, the total being about 7,000, and 
they and their families will deeply appreciate any action you can take to get a 
favorable and prompt report on H. R. 8894 from your House Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. Thank you. 

We further believe that if the House committee delays any longer, so as to 
consider the recommendations of the Kaplan committee, that the delay may be 
fatal to the bill which will give a well-deserved increase in pension to the retirees 
which will not have to be paid from the pockets of the taxpayers, but will be paid 
from the civil-service retirement fund, which has a credit balance approaching 
$6 billion, built up by monthly deductions from the pockets of civil-service 
employees. 

WiLtiAM McKINNIs, 
President. 

ALICE I. SNUFFER, 
Secretary. 


NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF POSTAL EMPLOYEES, 
Washington, D. C., June 22, 19.54. 
In re H. R. 8894. 
Housk Post OFrricE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention of Representative William C. Cole.) 

Dear Mr. Cote: It has been brought to our attention that, in your capacity 
as subchairman of this committee, you will conduct a hearing today (June 23, 
1953) on H. R. 8894, along with two other bills amending potentially the Civil 
Service Retirement Act. 

Because this organization of 20,000 postal employees counts among its members 
many who have after years of faithful service, aged, sickened, become disabled, 
and are now retirees, we strongly urge favorable action without delay on H. R. 
S894 

Mr. Ernest C. Frazier, assistant to the legislative representative, is prepared 
to present the views of the alliance on this very necessary and highly justified 
piece of legislation. 

May we respectfully point out two factors which we feel may well control your 
executive decision. First, the fact that all of the arguments which persuaded 
the Congress to enact increased annuities for retirees as of July 16, 1952, are, 
today, applicable with perhaps greater cogency. Secondly, the increased benefits 
are not items to be drawn from public revenue but rather are available in the 
amount of the fund built up by these and other retirees beyond expenditures to 
date. 

If an added reason is needed to persuade your committee to favorable action, 
we believe it is found in the just extension of the provisions to include those who 
have retired as late as April 1, 19538. 

Knowing as we do the limited time available for hearing endorsements which 
may be repetitious, and the great quantity of work before the committee, we, in 
the interest of dispatch, willingly forego a lengthy oral presentation, believing 
that this sincere endorsement of H. R. 8894 will be brought to the attention of 
all committee members and find its way into the record. 

Respectfully, 
W. C. JASON, Jr., 
Legislative Representative. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER L, DISBROW, PRESIDENT, RETIREMENT FEDERATION OF 
CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Walter L. Dis- 
brow. I am president of the Retirement Federation of Civil Service Employees 
of the United States Government and I am accompanied by C. L. Dorson, our 
secretary-treasurer. 

Your committee has before it several bills dealing with proposed amend- 
ments to the Civil Service Retirement Act. We desire to make certain observa- 
tions concerning H. R. 7785, H. R. 8894, and H. R. 9586 in that order. 

As we understand the provisions of H. R. 7785, it will remove that portion of 
an annuity, purchased by voluntary contributions, from the maximum limitations 
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now imposed by section 8 (c) (1) of the act, $2,160, and also remove the date of 
expiration fixed in section 8 (¢c) (2) as June 30, 1955. 

We wholeheartedly endorse the removal of annuities purchased by voluntary 
contributions from the limitation of $2,160 now provided. The annuity pur- 
chased by voluntary contributions is a transaction separate and apart from the 
regular annuity provided by the act and should, in our opinion, be so treated. 
In this sense, such annuity should not affect consideration of the regular annuity 
in anyway. 

So far as the removal of the expiration date, June 80, 1955, for the annuity 
increases provided by the act of July 16, 1952 is concerned, we consider that such 
increases are still needed and their removal would be a drastic blow to those 
now receiving them. Since the Congress has adopted no other method for pro- 
viding the necessary adjustments, it would seem that they must be continued as 
presently provided. However, as pointed out in our monograph, The Civil Serv- 
ice Retirement Act and Its Problems, copies of which were furnished to mem- 
bers of this committee on February 23, 1954, the approach to a solution of this 
problem, as attempted by Public Law 426, SOth Congress, and Public Law 555, 
S2d Congress, created many inequities and provided no permanent correction 
for the conditions. 

As an example of the inequities created by the method of adjustment provided 
by Publie Laws 426 and 555, these acts were limited to those receiving, or eligible 
for, annuities on or before a given date. No provision was made for those former 
employees who had earned annuities at the time of these acts but were not 
eligible to receive them until a later date. As a solution to this particular prob- 
lem, we respectfully suggest that your committee consider also H. R. 8468 and 
H. R. 8469. Both of these bills have been on your Committee Calendar since 
March 1954. 

Concerning H. R. 8894, our opinions are substantially the same as those we 
have expressed on H. R. 7785. However, this bill would remove the maximum 
annuity limit of $2,160 in section 8 (c) (1) of the act and allow an additional 
computing period of 1 year for the increase, thereby raising it from $325 to $396 
or 33% percent of the present annuity. So long as the present method of 
adjustment is used, we endorse the removal of the limitation and the lengthening 
of the computing period. 

It appears, from the present language contained in the last proviso of section 
1 of H. R. 8894, lines 5 through 13 on page 2, that the proposed increase would 
be extended also to annuities purchased by voluntary contributions. We are 
advised that this is not so intended. In this case, we suggest that the language 
in question be clarified. 

H. R. 9586, as we understand it, is designed to prevent the payment of annuities, 
on the basis of periods of service for which no deductions were withheld from 
salary, by reason of qualification through short periods of service, subject to 
the Civil Service Retirement Act, rendered at a later date. In other words, the 
intention is to prevent raids on the fund. 

While we subscribe to the expressed intent of the bill, we oppose its passage 
because it will, in its present form, victimize many employees by preventing 
the addition of service to earned annuity rights and, in many cases, will pre 
vent the accumulation of enough service to qualify for annuity. 

We have in mind, particularly, employees of the military departments where, 
except in times of emergency, employment is much less stable than in other 
agencies. Quite often these employees are hired for a few months, to meet 
fluctuating workloads, and then released. It is not unusual, during times of 
peace, for these employees to have a half-dozen periods of employment in a 
10-year period, no 1 of which would be as long as 1 year and often no 2 such 
periods would be within the 2-year requirement of H. R. 9586. Surely it cannot 
be the intention of the Congress to penalize these employees for conditions over 
which they have no control. 

To avoid the penalties which we feel would be unnecessarily and unfairly 
inflicted on the employees mentioned, and still minimize the raiding which 
H. R. 9586 seems intended to abolish, we suggest that the bill be amended as 
follows: 

Strike out all after line 5 and insert in lieu thereof, “Notwithstanding any pro- 
vision of law to the contrary, title to annuity payable from the civil service 
retirement and disability fund shall not arise from any separation unless the 
officer or employee so separated has had deducted and withheld from his basic 
salary, pay or compensation, or there shall have been deposited in accordance 
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with section 9, such sums as are set forth in section 10 to cover at least 5 years 
of his total creditable service.” 

Mr. Chairman, we thank the committee for the opportunity to express the 
views of our organization on this legislation 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL E. KLEIN. PRESIDENT, UNITED NATIONAI ASSOCIATION OF 
Post OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the House Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee, my name is Samuel FE. Klein. I am president and legislative representa- 
tive of the United National Association of Post Office Clerks. 

The bill, H. R. 7785. introduced by the distinguished chairman of this com- 
mittee, would make the temporary increase in annuity granted to those on the 
retired rolls, as provided in Public Law 555, permanent. In addition thereto, 
H. R. 7785 would extend those increases to annuitants, who, prior to retire- 
ment, voluntarily contributed to the retirement fund, in order to purchase ad- 
ditional annuity coverage. This bill provides, however, that in the aggregate 
no increase in present annuities shall exceed the lesser of $324 or 25 percent of 
the total of such present annuities. 

The bill, H. R. S894, introduced by Congressman Joel T. Broyhill, would also 
complish both objectives of H. R. 7785, but, in addition thereto, would elim- 
nate the discriminating ceiling of $2,160 which presently exists under the pro- 

sions of Public Law 555. As applicable at present, no one who received an 
nnuity in excess of $2,160 received any increase under Public Law 555, although, 
in most instances, those who received annuities in excess of $2,160 contributed 
lore money into the retirement fund than those whose annuities were less than 
that amount This created a discriminating situation against those who paid 
more money into the fund. H. R. 8894 would correct this inequity. 


Congressman Broyhill’s bill would also extend the increased annuity to those 
who retired during the period April 1, 1952, and March 31, 1955. The 1-year 
extension will afford those annuitants who retired prior to April 1, 1958, an 


opportunity to equalize their annuities with those who retired after that date, 

their basic average salary would have been computed higher. 

H. R. SS would also increase benefits to a survivor of a deceased or retired 
emplovee 

In view of the temporary nature of the increases provided in Publie Law 555 
and the constant fear that such temporary increases will not be renewed, we 
urge that the provisions of H. R, SS94 be enacted into law, so that the fears of 
annuitants who are now receiving the temporary increase could be allayed per- 
manently and which, at the same time, would provide a more equitable adjust- 
ment of annuities 

I appreciate the opportunity of expressing the views of our association on this 


subject, 


STATEMENT BY PAUL G. BENSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RURAL LETTER CARRIERS’ 
ASsSoc IATION 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Paul G. Benson. I am 
president of the National Rural Letter Carriers’ Association. We have a na- 
tional membership of 36,300 which includes almost 30,000 regular rural carriers 
or more than 90 percent of all regular classified rural carriers in the Nation. 
The balance of our membership is composed of retired, temporary, and substitute 
rural carriers 

We welcome the opportunity of submitting this statement to the committee in 

connection with their consideration of bills, H. R. T7785 and H. BR. S894. 
We place our organization on record as recommending that this committee fav- 
orably report the bill to amend the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
Which will make permanent the increases in regular annuities provided by the act 
of July 16, 1952, and which will extend such increases to additional annuities 
purchased by voluntary contributions 

Qur recommendations are based on the fact that the amount of annuities 
provided for without this increase, as provided by the act of July 16, 1952, is 
totally insufficient to permit the maintaining of a decent standard of living for 
those faithful and loyal employees who have rendered a valuable service to their 
Government; and who are now dependent upon the generosity of that Govern- 
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ment to maintain their homes during a difficult economic period for such as they, 
who must depend on annuities for their livelihood. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we greatly appreciate the oppor 
tunity of placing our organization on record in endorsing H. R. 7785 and urge 
favorable consideration of this legislation. 

Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF J. V. Horton, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAI 
ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS 


Honorable chairman and members of the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, one of the bills under consideration, H. R. 7785, would make permanent 
the increases provided by Public Law 555 in 1952 and extend those increases 
to those who prior to retirement made voluntary contributions to the retirement 
fund for the purchase of additional annuity. The other bill, H. R. S894, would 
accomplish both of these desirable and equitable objectives and in addition, 
eliminate the ceiling of $2,160 and make the increased annuity applicable to 
those who have been discriminated against by this arbitrary ceiling, including 
all those retired up to April 1, 1953. We favor the broader provisions of H. R. 
SS94 as more equitably adjusting the inequities in the original enactment, Public 
Law 555 of the S2d Congress. 

The ceiling of $2,160, above which no increase in annuity was applicable, 
was an arbitrary one, contrary to the fact that those whose annuities were 
in excess of $2,160 had actually contributed a greater amount into the retire 
ment fund than had those whose annuities were less than that amount. This 
ceiling created the paradox of granting an increase to those who had paid the 
least and denying it to those who had paid the most. We feel that this arbi 
trary ceiling is unjust and discriminatory and should be eliminated as provided 
in H. R. SSO4. 

The provisions of H. R. 8894 would also extend the increased annuity to those 
who retired during the 12 months between April 1, 1952, and March 31, 1946, 
and 1949 which have served to increase the annuities of those retired after 
1953 in a greater amount each succeeding year. This extension of 1 year would 
tend to equalize the annuities of those retired before April 1, 1953, with the 
annuities of those retired since that date with the benefit of a higher average 
salary base for Computation of their annuity. 

H. R. 8894 would also remove the prohibition against a widow of a retired 
employee receiving one-half of the annuity received by her husband, thereby 
giving sorely neded relief to the many widows who greatly need this small 
increase, 

Under the present law the increase in annuities provided by Public Law 555 
will automatically expire on June 380, 1955, imposing a severe hardship on 
thousands of elderly retired people who are hard pressed to meet high living 
and medical costs, even on the temporary increase presently in effect. The 
provisions of H. R. 8894 would continue those increases permanently and enable 
them to at least maintain their present living standards, though restricted as 
they must be. 

Based on the urgent need for a reasonable adjustment of the annuities of 
those who retired before 1953 on annuities based on the lower salaries in effect 
prior to 1948, we urge favorable consideration of H. R. SSO4. 


STATEMENT BY MARCELLUS C. SHEILD, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED CIVIL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: this statement is presented 
in behalf of the National Association of Retired Civil Employees, an organization 
composed of 73,000 former civilian Federal employees retired for age, length of 
service, or disability. The association has more than 425 chapters in the United 
States, the Philippine Republic, the Hawaiian Islands, and the Panama Canal 
Zone. We believe our group to be typical of the entire body of retired, Federal, 
civilian personnel, consisting as of June 380, 1953, of approximately 190,000 
retired employees and 50,000 survivors of deceased employees and deceased 
annuitants, 
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It is our understanding that the subcommittee has been assigned the task of 
considering H. R. 8894 and H. R. 7785, introduced for the purpose of making 
permanent the temporary cost-of-living increases in annuities granted by Public 
Law 555 of the 82d Congress, approved July 16, 1952. 

Public Law 555 granted cost-of-living increases in the annuities of those 
already retired to run for a 3-year period ending on June 30, 1955, unless sooner 
automatically terminated by the occurrence of those specific contingencies set 
forth in the act. It is now apparent that automatic termination will not take 
place and the full period of increases will be realized unless there is legislation 
at this or the next session prior to June 30, 1955, to supersede the present law 
as contemplated by these two bills under consideration. 

These cost-of-living increases under that act were granted to annuitants and 
survivors on the basis of $36 for each full 6 months’ period elapsed between the 
date of the commencement of the annuity and October 1, 1952. The maximum 
increase anyone could receive is $324, or 25 percent of the annuity, whichever 
is the lesser. No person can receive any amount of increase, which carries 
the total annuity, with the increase, to more than $2,160. 

Due to the limitation of $2,160 and the requirement for participation that 
retirement must have taken place on or prior to April 1, 1952, the number of 
innuitants and survivors entitled to the increase is considerably less than the 
total number on the roll The following data show, as of June 30, 1953, the total 
number of annuitant employees and survivors, the number and percentage of 

who receive the increase, and the average amount of increase for each 
category on a monthly basis: 


innuitants on the roll June 30, 19538 
With increases A verage in- 


crease for 


| annuitants 


he 
pe of annuitant : ce fails | in column 
Numbe Percent b) (monthly) 
} (e (d 
I 190, 431 154, 01 80.9 $15. 91 
5). 863 7, 361 73. 5 7.03 
241, 204 191, 378 79. 3 14.18 


These monthly averages, on an annual basis, become $191 for retired em- 
ployees and $84 for survivors. 

The maximum increase allowed under Public Law 555 is $324 or 25 percent 
of the annuity, whichever is the lesser An annuitant qualifying for the maxi- 
num receives the 25-percent increase in those cases where the annuity is $1,296, 
or less In the instances where the annuity is over $1,296, the amount of in- 
crease for those qualifying for the maximum is decreased below 25 percent as 
the amount of the annuity is higher. The following tables have been prepared 
to show the percentage of relationship of the maximum increase ($324) and the 
average increase ($191) to the various annuity rates in excess of $1,296 a year: 


Pe I ' : P Percent of Percent of 
\ il rates ¢ 

I nit Sis aneremiah - naximum average 

increase ncrease ae increase increase 

round f $294) | 101) ¢ $1 24+ round fig $394) to ($191) to 

typical rate typical rate _ typical rate | typical rate 
20 25.0 14.9 $3,000 10.8 6.4 
$1.49 3.1 13. ¢ $3,300 9.8 5.8 
21. ¢ 7 $3,60 0 5.3 
ri Hw). 2 ) $3 900 8.3 5.0 
s ’ 19 { 12 $4 WN) «Bie | 4.5 
$1.5 1k 0 6 S4 HK 7.0 42 
$1, 0 0 $5,000 6.5 3.8 
$9 (0) 16 2 ) $5,500 ) 3.5 
eo 4 1 gR ( $6,000 ». 4 3.2 
$2 SK l 6.9 $6,500 5.0 3.0 
TE Beyond these rates the amount of increase is of relatively unimportant significance to the total 
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Our association urges your subcommittee to approve and favorably report to 
the full committee, the bill, H. R. 8894, to extend and broaden the scope of the in- 
creases under Public Law 555 and make them permanent. There are several 
important differences between H. R. 8894 and H. R. 7785 which we should like 
to point out. 

H. R. 7785 accomplishes two objectives in seeking to make the increases under 
Public Law 555 permanent: 

(a) It makes the increases permanent in the present amounts and to the 
present beneficiaries under that act. 

(b) It provides that a retiree drawing a regular Government annuity and an 
increment of annuity purchased by that retiree under the Civil Service Retire 
ment Act shall be entitled to have them considered as independent and separate 
annuities for the purpose of computing the increase of annuity. 

H. Rt. 8894 accomplishes the foregoing 2 objectives of H. R. 7785 and in addi- 
tion broadens the benefits of Public Law 555 in the following 4 ways: 

1. It removes the limitation of $2,160 and enables annuitants with annui 
ties in excess of that amount to participate to the extent otherwise qualified. 

». It removes the inhibition against a surviving widow receiving one 
half the temporary increase being received by her spouse at the time of 
decease. 

3. It extends the date for eligibility under the act to annuitants who re 
tired on April 1, 1952, or before, to persons who retired on April 1, 1953, 
or before. 

$. it raises the maximum benefit from S324 a year or 
annuity, whichever is the lesser, to $396 a year or 8314 percent of the 


25 percent of the 
annuity, whichever is the lesser. 

These four suggested changes will be taken up seriatim and the reasons for 
urging them set forth. 

1. Removal of the $2,160 limitation on participation in the increases 

The inclusion of this limitation in Public Law 555 denied any increase to ap 
proximately 10 percent of the total number of annuitants who were otherwise 
eligible in some degree for the increase. 

Any limitation of this character is highly discriminatory and in part de- 
feats the purpose of the legislation, namely, to restore the purchasing power of 
the annuities decreased by the continued rise in the cost of living. 

The Congress, during this period of inflation, has granted cost-of-living in- 
creases to retired Federal personnel (civilian and military), the retirees of the 
District of Columbia government, and those under social security and railroad 
retirement. It has increased the pensions of commissioned personnel in retire- 
ment from the Armed Forces; the commissioned personnel of the Public Health 
Service, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Coast Guard; the Foreign Service; and 
District of Columbia schoolteachers, police, and firemen. Under none of these 
acts of Congress increasing such pensions was any limit set as a basis for partici- 
pation in the increase. Civil-service retirees only were singled out for this dis 
crimination. A retired general or admiral, a retired consul or secretary of 
embassy, a retired superintendent of public schools, or a retired chief of police, 
or retired chief of the fire department of the District of Columbia received their 
increases in pension under other law, but a retired chief of a Federal bureau 
under civil service, a retired scientist or technologist, or other retired Federal 
civil employee, no matter how honorable or distinguished his service or moderate 
his retired pay, was penalized. He was prevented from receiving any increase 
if his annuity was more than $180 a month. This limitation was not in the 1948 
act granting increases in annuities and now is the time to correct this gross 
injustice and highly discriminatory restriction. 

The belief that there is a large number of fabulously high civil-service pensions 
is erroneous. An examination of the statistics reveals that of the 190,481 em- 
ployee annuitants on the rolls on June 30, 1953, 178,095 of these received less than 
$200 a month, and of the remaining 12,000, less than 500 received over $400 a 
month. It is reliably estimated that the removal of the $2,160 limitation and 
the inclusion of those so unjustly excluded would cost between $2,500,000 and 
$3 million next year. 


2. H. R. 8892 removes the inhibition in Public Law 555 against a surviving widow 
receiving one-half of the temporary increase being received by the spouse at 
the time of decease 

In many instances annuitants have availed themselves of the privilege under 
the law of taking a reduced annuity in order to provide the widow with a survivor- 
ship of one-half of the annuity. Since these increases in annuities have been 
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granted on account of the increased cost of living and the loss in purchasing 
power of the annuity, we believe that it is only just that one half of the increase 
in the annuity granted on this account should result to the widow in those cases 
where a joint and survivorship has been elected by the annuitant. The elimina- 
tion of this inhibition would place the 1952 increases on the same plane of justice 
aus those granted in the 1948 act under which widows with a survivorship right 
were permitted to receive one-half of the temporary increase granted the spouse 
by the 1948 act. 


3. H. BR. 8894 cxrtends the date for eligibility to receive the increases to those 
retired on or before ipril z 1953, instead Oo] those retired on or be fore 
Lpril 1, 1952 

The date of April 1, 1952, is not mentioned in Public Law ddd, but it does 
specify that an increase of $36 in annuity shall be granted for each full 6 
months elapsed between the commencing date of the annuity and October 1, 
52. Therefore, in order to qualify for any amount of increase an employee 
must huve been retired on or before April 1, 1952. The extension of the date 
October 1, 1952, in Public Law 555, to October 1, 19535, in H. R. SS94, hrs the 
effect of adding another full year of Coverage to the act and will include for either 
1 or 2 full 6-month periods those persons retired during the period April 1, 152 
to April 1, 1953 These persons would be eligible to receive increases of either 
$36 or S72 a year, depending on the date of their retirement, and some would 
not be eligible to receive any increase if their retirement was not in effect for 
at least 1 full 6-month period. 

It is our contention that persons retired since the 1952 act are entitled to 
some increase in their annuities. They are retired on the basis of pay scales, 
which, for the 5-vear average on which their annuity was based, has not been 
raised to the levels of equality with the increase in the cost of living, and some 
adjustment in their annuity is fair and justified. 


jy. H.R. 8894 raises the marimum increase from $324 a year, or 25 percent of 


the annuitu, whichever is the lesser, to S396 a year, or ddl, perce nt, which- 
ever is the lesser 


The effect of this change is to add S72 a year to the increases received by 
those whose length of retirement and amount of annuity entitles them to $324, 
thus making their vearly increase total $396, an upward adjustment of S6 a 


month It also changes the percentage of increase for the smaller annuities 
from 25 percent of the annuity to 3314 percent, making an upward change in 


this rate of one-third more. 

We believe these increases to be fully merited and modest in cost. Full 
justice in the light of the increases that have taken place in the cost of living 
would require larger increases in the annuities. It should be recalled that 
since the beginning of the inflationary period, there have been only two in 
creases in the annuities of civil-service retirees. The maximum increase under 
the 1948 act for any annuitant was $300 and the average granted was $200, while 
the maXimum under the 1952 act is $324 and the average is $191 for the em- 
plovee annuitants. Survivors were not included under the 1948 act and their 
average increase under the 1952 act is SS4 a year. 

Those annuitants who retired at the beginning of or early in the inflationary 
era, and received the maximums have had only about one-half of the loss of 
purchasing power of their annuities restored. Those who retired later in the 
inflationary period have fared a little better but none now retired or presently 
retiring have annuities calculated on pay schedules that were fully adjusted to 
the cost of living during this abnormal era. 

Congress is continuing by increases in active pay to recognize this situation 
at this session. It has passed Public Law 303 at this session to fix new formulas 
for the retirement of Members of Congress and legislative employees and the 
annuity rates thereunder are more liberal and calculated more nearly to meet 
the higher living costs of today as compared to the retirement provisions of the 
present civil service retirement law. Congress also at this session has passed 
legislation increasing by an average of $24 a month the pensions of persons under 
the Vailroad Retirement Act and made the increases retroactive to October 1951. 
The recent amendments to the Social Security Act, now pending in Congress, 
grant increases in the monthly primary insurance benefits of those already in re 
tirement ranging from $5 to $13.50 a month. 

goth HT. R. S884 and H. R. 7785 propose that the increases payable under 
the bills shall be taken from the civil service retirement and disabilitv fund. 
The balance in the fund is approaching S6 billion. An appropriation of $29 623,000 
has been made to the fund for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 1954, and end- 
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ing June 30, 1955, to defray the cost of the increases as calculated under Public 
Law 555. The fund, therefore, would carry the added cost of the increased cover 
age and augmented benefits under H. R. 8894 and there would be no further 
charge against the tax revenues of the Government in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we believe that the provisions of H. R. S894 are 
just and extremely moderate in the light of what has happened to the purchas 
ing power of annuities by the rise in the cost of living. The persons to be 
covered are largely the aged and the disabled. More than one-fourth of the 
civilian annuitants have been retired for disability. The great proportion of 
the survivors are widows and minor children, 

The problems of the aged in trying to live on fixed incomes and meet present 
day high-living costs, particularly where medical care, hospitalization, special 
home care, and nursing are involved are appalling and the bereft home of a 
widow with minor children is likewise an object of great concern. 

A large proportion of these annuitants either made a career of the Federal 
service or were retired for disability arising during their service. This is an 
employer-employee relationship, not a general charitable or relief program. The 
Government has not fully restored the loss of purchasing power of annuities of 
its emplovees through inflation. H.R. 8894 would not achieve that end but would 
help in these ways: 

1. It would make the 1952 increases permanent, whereas they are now 
temporary and unless there is legislation of a permanent nature would ex- 
pire on June 30, 1955. 

2». It would remove the discriminatory $2,160 limitation on participation 
and permit all annuitants to benefit to the extent they would otherwise be 
qualified. 

3. It would remove the inhibition against a surviving widow receiving 
one-half of the temporary increase being received by the spouse at the time 
of decease. 

t. It would extend the date of eligibility under the act from April 1, 1952, 
or before, to April 1, 1958, or before, and thereby embrace an additional year 
of coverage. 

5. It would permit the maximum benefit to rise from $324 a year or 25 
percent, whichever is the lesser, to $396 a year or 3314 percent, whichever is 
the lesser, thereby increasing the amount of the benefits granted by Public 
Law 555. 

6. It would permit a retiree receiving a regular annuity and an increment 
of annuity purchased under the act to have each considered as a separate 
annuity for the purpose of computing the increase. 

We had hoped that the Retirement Policy Committee would have submitted 
their report on matters concerned with those already in retirement before this 
committee considered these bills. We are pleased that the committee has not 
waited for that report. It is due not later than June 30 next but the approach- 
ing end of the present session makes it imperative that if there is to be legislation 
at this session if can no longer wait. May we express the hope that if the 
Kaplan Committee presents recommendations concerning annuitants more favor- 
able than the provisions of H. R. 8894 that the committee will incorporate them 
in the hill? 

Mr. Chairman, we are exceedingly grateful for this opporunity to present this 
statement in support of H. R. 8894 and respectfully urge upon you the great im 
portance of this legislation to a large number of very dependent people. We feel 
sure that vou understand and sympathize with the problems of the aged and the 
minors and at the same time recognize the obligation of the Government as an em- 
plover to those who have made a career of its service. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERN MENT 
EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman, the American Federation of Government Employees desires to 
express its endorsement of H. R. 7785, H. R. 8894, and H. R. 9586, now under 
consideration by the committee. 

On July 16, 1952, Congress approved Public Law 555 granting some measure 
of financial relief for civil-service annuitants and their survivors. The statute 
indicated that the legislation was of an interim nature. H. R. 7785 and H. R. 
S894 would make these annuity increases permanent. In addition, they would 
permit the computation of annuities purchased by voluntary contributions under 
the Retirement Act separately from the regular annuity received by the former 
employee. 








34 INCREASE IN CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT ANNUITIES 


Those who are now receiving civil-service annuities have been particularly 
hard hit by inflationary trends during recent years. It is a well-known fact 
that during periods of inflation those with fixed incomes suffer most. We are 
not referring to the ability to purehase so-caHed luxury items in the American 
budget, but rather to the items necessary for mere subsistence. 

Undoubtedly, members of this committee, just as we in the AFGE, have 
received heart-rending communications from constituents who are receiving 
annuities of $30, $40, and $50 a month. Even more fortunate Federal workers 
who receive retirement checks exceeding $100 cannot subsist on this amount 
which provided them with the bare necessities several years ago. All of us 
are aware that the $1,200 per annum received by the largest number of annuitants 
in 1940, who had reached 60 years of age with 30 years of service has now shrunk 
to little more than half of its original value. 

Despite the past efforts of Congress to liberalize benefits under the civil service 
retirement law of 1930, as amended, living expenses have far outdistanced the 
rise of these benefits. The disparity between rising living costs and income of 
civil-service annuitants Can mean only one thing. These men and women are 
simply not able to support themselves adequately on the value of the present 
inflated dollar they receive. And since as a group they alone are unable to 
stem the inflationary spiral, they must appeal to the good will and commonsense 
of Members of Congress. 

Survivors of deceased annuitants are permitted to receive an annuity not ex- 
ceeding 50 percent of that received by the Federal-employee spouse while he or 
she is being paid retirement benefits. The conclusion for this group of survivor 
annuitants is obvious. It becomes impossible to conceive how widows, and in 
some cases widowers, can survive on incomes of this type, particularly during 
the later years of life, when they become eligible for such benefits. While the 
1949 average income of $500 to $900 for these survivors was inadequate at that 
time, it is obviously completely impractical in the face of today’s prices. 

Although they may not be as fully aware as their parents of the economic 
theories influencing rising costs, children likewise are affected by increased cost 
of living. Our federation feels deeply for these surviving youngsters, whose 
fathers have dies as civilian employees of the Federal Government. In 1948, 
Congress recognized the principle of family coverage in civil service by approving 
Public Law 426, SOth Congress. That is a principle endorsed wholeheartedly by 
this federation at the time the legislation was under consideration. Our support 
of the principle continues. But the fact is that these children have likewise felt 
the impact of inflationary trends. The dollars previously received by their 
widowed mother for their support have also depreciated in value between 1948 
and the present. 

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons we urge that the annuity increases granted 
under Public Law 555 be continued and that serious consideration be given to 
increasing them in keeping with increased living costs which have developed 
since 1952. Moreover, employees and survivors retired since October 1, 1952 
should receive the benefits of the statute. 

The proposal contained in these measures to compute voluntary contributions 
as a separate item is completely just and logical. Voluntary contributions are 
provided in the retirement law to enable Federal employees to invest in a sound 
retirement system and to receive an adequate return on their investment. (Con- 
sideying the regular annuity and that purchased through voluntary contribution 
as one item under Public Law 555 deprives the individual of a fair return on the 
money he has voluntarily placed in the retirement fund as evidence of his con- 
fidence in it. 

H. R. 9586 is apparently intended to prevent abuses of the retirement law which 
can develop when an employee with only several months of service insists on ob- 
taining an annuity under the law. Since the bill is designed to enhance the in- 
texrity of the civil-service retirement system, it merits our federation’s support. 
Furthermore, it was obviously not the intention of Congress that Federal em- 
ployees who return to work for very brief periods be entitled to an annuity bene- 
fit. We think it wise that this step be taken to preserve the soundness of the 
basic retirement law and increase the confidence of Federal employees in its 
operation. 

Mr. Chairman, the AFGE is hopeful that action can be taken by the committee 
on these bills at an early date. 


(Whereupon, the hearings were closed.) 











